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. Strong support came out of the -
scnate  over the weekend for!

President  Johnson’s

in Europe.

A subcommittee staff study

hea )
ber A;iaes% .,by Sen. Henry Jackson,
teral  American withdrawals
would demoralize alljes, Jjeopar-
dize bargaining posilions iwith
the Russians, and increas the
threat of nuclear war, .- f %
“It is hard to see how.the
West can improve the bargain-
Ing position it has worked so
long and hard to construct by

weakening it—unilaterally,” the
report says.

Follows Announcement

ﬁ“[f we cut and run from
Kurope,” Jackson said in an
accompanying  statement, ‘“‘we
will have ‘had it’ as a great
nation. We  should retain’ the
basic position of strength we’ve
worked so long and hard to
construct, and actively pursuc
acceptance of gradual and
balanced revisions in military
-orces on both sides of the Iron
curtain.”

. The report was issued by the
E;lqt\iernmenrg (iperations subcom-
1ilee on. Natjonal Securi
[npérnaﬁpﬂa’l Operations. and

]

infantry-type. forces-.in -South’
Vietnam,.military. ;officials said
wday. - - C .

They said these forces should
se sufficient to neutralize Com-
munist main force units.

Further increases in U.S.
arms strength in Vietnam will
be concentrated in support and
combat support elements, they;
said. ' {

These will include more artil—1
lery to back up the infantry,]
more helicopter  companies,|

more ground transportation out-:
,fits, more supply handling units]
‘|land a wide variety of roundout
"I detachments.

The helicopter fleet, key -to
U.S. ground troops’ ability to
strike far and wide, will go from
the present level of about 2,000
choppers to-perhaps 3,200,

The pace of"thg“b'v%r'ﬂal'“U‘S-

res . decision
against cutting American troops
|

concludes that wunila-!

1qfighiangest i forte posture
aretd ‘bE-‘mgédé; they' shouldﬁ{_llow |
from decisions by the councll 0T
its defense planring cnmm}tgglc
and should hc executed wit ‘a
view to miniriizing the danger
that their significancc
misinterpretec.
Union—or by &

llicd governments

and publics,” the snbcmmnitt(\.e\

id.
Sai&ll alliance - Taembers, shgqld\
R T LR B

 report and.. consult : .on .their
‘policies toward the Communist

blec through the council. Instead
of “dramatic crasure” of the
divisior in Europe, the repori
sees only “stcady and progres-
sive..erosion” over a long period
of time.

5! The subcommittee aiso takes
Jssue with the growing body of

opinion here and in Europe that

will be|
the Soviet)

allied forces are a “kind of

hostage whose destruction would l

trigger a nuclear response
“The primary funclicn of
NATOQ’s conventional f{orces,
with their vital American com-
ponent, is to meet a local crisis
as effectively as they can,
posing the con:imious threat that
if the ecrisis continues and
enlarges, the risks of escalation

continue and enlarge with it—in
particnlar the risks of nuclear
war,” the repert said.

The subcommitlee also con-
cludes that ‘“‘serious risks”
would be incarred if American
divisions now i1 Europe were
brought home: on the condition
that they would be rushed back
in time of erisis. It rejects the
argument that by the early 1970s
modern jet transport and com-
munication wil. make swifl
interchange feasible.

Such a course, “‘would be
useless against a sizable sur-
prise attack from the fast if
only  because the required
'airfields woild probably be
unavilable; it would necessarily
make a large crisis out of a
small onc; i: would require a
dramatic anc. perhaps difficult
political decision to put Ameri-
can troops back into Europe; it
runs the danger that returning
too few troops would look rreso-
lute, while returning too many
would look belligerent; it might
be too slow to prevent a crisic

{rom getting out of control.”
aitianond g
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i Awsgoeemmerican  military
Ppreseticein Europe,” the report
concludes;»*is still the hard nub
of the western deterrent. The
(t'mci purpose of the American
ruop commitment is political:
| buildup has slowed as the V1o Jeave no doubt in pWestern
ling process sels 1n. Furope or in Moscow that the
\ About 11,000 men 1ando§‘1 United States would be com-
South Victnam last month, COpletely involved from the outset
pared with 15,000 in Januad,r anc move against Western
and 27,000 in December. — Furopa -,

Total strength Feb. 25 Wi 4.0 o
\415,(}()0. The planmed buildup T~
ldue to reach about 470,000 0%
the end of this year. )
\ These projections hinge on the
expectation that @I}ﬁr_c'ﬁgl%h};‘iénco

2 L3 et -
dramatie RN ECE L i
ng the:size” of the avéilable”
fraft pool by deferring mieh gut
it

(lampdown on Deferments’

PR

Leaving the question of defer-
ing undergraduate college stu-
lents open, the Prcsm_cm’s mes-
age implicd—and officials con-
irmed —most  other  discretion-
ry deferments will be bam}e(,i'
xcept for “‘extremce hardship
ases. Under slrict rules to be
pplied uniformly throughout the
suntry. -
Actually, one offical «aid,
hen the draft is concentrated
1 19-year-olds, in most cases
jere will be no reason for oc-
apational and “fathcerhood” de-
rrments anyway. ‘
Tresenting arguments for re
ersing present procedurc in
raft the “youngest first” at 149,
lohnson said the present “oldest
irsl” policy starting at 25 1=
mmdesirable  for everyone
w.ved becausc:
FFor the youths thenscives, it
nereases the period of uncer:
ainly and interferes with the
lanning of lives and careers.
For employers, il causes
iardships when employes are
asl Lo the draft who have been
rained, acquired skills  ane
ctiled in their jobs.
For the Seleciive Service
system, it probiferates e
mmber of deferment applica
jons and appeals. Clayns 1o-
icpendency  and I)C(:l‘lpdtioimi
jeferments  are  imuch  more
requent for men over 20
For the armed Jorves, i
reates problems. The services
jave found that older recrulls
e generally less  adpatabl2
han are younger ones tu L
igors of military trainmg, ;» .-
While $there .is no.iperfect
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